This paper focuses on semantic domain theory and its use in biblical lexicography. The first biblical lexicon making use of this theory was Louw and Nida's Greek -English Lexicon of the New Testament Based on Semantic Domains, which was first published by the United Bible Societies in 1989. The theoretical framework underlying this lexicon was based on the semantic model that is usually referred to as componential analysis of meaning. Over the past decennia new linguistic insights have seen the light, which may have a large impact on semantic domain theory. This paper looks at semantic domain theory from the perspective of cognitive linguistics and shows how this new approach may serve to improve Louw and Nida's framework significantly and may make this lexicon an even more useful tool than it already is.
INTRODUCTION
The theoretical framework underlying Louw and Nida's Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament Based on Semantic Domains is a result of the application of componential analysis of meaning. Nida laid the theoretical foundation for this dictionary in his book on this methodology 1 , which was published in 1975. In this book Nida (1975:32) says that words "have meaning only in terms of systematic contrasts with other words which share certain features with them but contrast with them in respect to other features".
The term "semantic domain" or "semantic field" has always been closely linked to componential analysis. A semantic domain is defined by Nida as a group of meanings which share a number of semantic features or components (p.174). In their Dictionary of Lexicography, Hartmann and James define a semantic domain as a "lexical set with related meanings, which form a conceptual network or mosaic, ... which can be analysed in terms of componential analysis into distinctive features."
In my research, however, I have tried to redefine semantic domains from a rather different theoretical perspective: cognitive linguistics. This is an approach to language which, according to Lackacker 2 , "is fundamentally at odds" (1987:1) with most other existing trends in linguistic theory. It is "a theory that is based on the capacities of the human mind rather than the capacities of the mathematical systems that happen to be used by logicians 3 " (Fauconnier 1994:ix) , "an approach to language that is based on people's experience of the world and the way they perceive and conceptualize it 4 " (Ungerer and Schmid 1996:x). Where traditional linguistic theory claims that words have meanings, the average cognitive linguist would rather say that meanings have words... This is quite an important difference in perspective. From the viewpoint of cognitive linguistics meaning comes before the word; and that makes sense, because language is a product of a group of people who look around them and observe the world they live in. They reflect on it and try to make meaning out of it. They perceive patterns, try to comprehend them, and, more than anything else, they want to communicate about all those things to their fellow human beings. It is for that purpose that they need ... and create words.
is true for most of us. It certainly is true for a Bible translator who wants to make sure to understand all the ins and outs of the meaning behind a word before trying to look for an equivalent in the target language.
Even though I am still of the opinion that Louw and Nida's dictonary is a masterpiece, and a great step forward in the application of comtemporary linguistic theory to biblical lexicography, this does not mean that there is no room for improvement, especially when the dictionary is evaluated from a cognitive linguistic perspective. My main criticism revolves around the term coherence. My opinion is that LN lacks coherence at two levels:
(1) the level of the theoretical framework with its 93 semantic domains (2) the entry level, especially those entries that span different semantic domains I will try to deal with each of these two levels in a separate subsection.
COHERENCE WITHIN LOUW AND NIDA'S FRAMEWORK
Semantic domains are not universal. They differ from language to language and from culture to culture. Different cultures reflect different world views, different systems of experiences, beliefs, and practices. This is also true for New Testament Greek. Ideally, the theoretical framework behind a semantic domain dictionary like LN's gives insight into the world behind the language. As I have already mentioned, language is a product of the human mind. It reflects all kinds of patterns and structures that speakers perceive in observing the reality around them. This reality is usually rather complex. Efforts to reduce this reality to a systematic framework of semantic domains will always result in a simplification. We should, of course, work towards a system that reflects the cognitive reality behind a language as closely as possible.
My problem with Louw and Nida's semantic framework is that it lacks inner coherence. How can a simple list of 93 semantic domains that do not seem to be interrelated in any way adequately reflect the cognitive reality behind New Testament Greek? To make a variation on a well-known proverb: We cannot see the forest anymore because of the way the trees have been lined up: in one long row. The world behind New Testament Greek certainly is a lot more complicated than what we see reflected in this dictionary.
To what extent are the 93 semantic domains postulated by Louw and Nida interrelated? How can we turn these trees into a forest again? Is there overlap between different domains? For that reason, I decided to make an inventory of all cases in Louw and Nida's lexicon where one word is listed under more than one semantic domain. I found a total of 919 cases. This in itself is not surprising. Phenomena such as homonymy and polysemy are found in languages all over the world. If a word has more than one meaning, it is obvious that it may have to be classified under more than one domain. If, however, we find cases where two domains have a number of words in common, we will have to be more attentive. A closer look at the 919 cases mentioned above yielded 90 cases where at least 5 words listed under domain A were also found under domain B. There is even one case where 23 words were found to be shared by one single pair of domains! The table below lists each one of these 90 cases. The first column contains the number of words shared by the domains found in the second and third columns. The existence of so many patterns cannot be without significance. Yet Louw and Nida's dictionary does not point out that these patterns exist, let alone what they signify.
Before we jump to conclusions, it is necessary that we examine some of these patterns in detail. This table shows that, in the minds of the NT writers, there was a link between physical features of (mostly inanimate) objects and moral features of humans. This is common in languages all over the world, including English and biblical Hebrew. Unfortunately, LN's semantic framework does not deal with this important cognitive semantic relationship. This does not mean that the distinction between these two domains is unjustified. The framework merely fails to do justice to an important semantic relationship that could contribute to an understanding of the world behind a language.
Features of Objects
The The three tables discussed above show that, from a cognitive perspective, LN's framework of semantic domains may have a number of weaknesses. It fails to show a number of patterns of thinking that existed in the minds of the speakers of the language. It seems to lack some degree of internal coherence. This in itself does not necessarily mean that their framework is wrong, but at least an effort should be made to bring out some of the semantic relationships between the different domains. That would be an important improvement.
COHERENCE WITHIN LOUW AND NIDA'S ENTRIES
In this section I would like us to look at a number of Louw and Nida's entries in detail. We have already seen that this dictionary contains 919 words that are found across more than one semantic domain. As a result of LN's layout, these entries are scattered all over the dictionary. We need the index for an alphabetical listing of words with information on where to find them. This can make it somewhat cumbersome to look up a word, but a printed dictionary that is based on semantic domains does not have many other options. An electronic publication does not suffer from these restrictions, though, and one could toggle between different layouts: both alphabetical and according to semantic domains.
Now what would some of LN's entries look like if their dictionary were arranged alphabetically? Let us have a look at some of these entries and ask ourselves the question whether their internal coherence could be improved or not.
Let us take the verb διακονέω: These four subentries have very much in common. In my opinion, the first three have one common basic lexical meaning. It is the context that differs. In (a) a soldier seizes a man, whereas in (b) a wolf seizes a sheep; in (c) a human seizes an inanimate object and runs off with it. Subentry (d) is somewhat different, because it is a figurative extension of meaning. Its literal meaning is similar to (a), (b), and (c), but its actual meaning belongs somewhere else.
Before I give another example I want to make sure that we have recognized the problem. The two examples we have seen so far, διακονέω and ἁρπάζω, show what I consider to be a lack of coherence at the entry level: they are entries with subentries that belong very closely together semantically, but are scattered all over the dictionary.
Is there no way to bring a little more unity to these entries? Yes, there is: Cognitive semantics can help to resolve this problem because it allows us to look at word meanings from more than one perspective. I would like to use the terms paradigmatic and syntagmatic to distinguish between these different perspectives.
Let us start with the paradigmatic perspective: Each concept we know in our language, and which we refer to with the help of words, is automatically assigned to a cognitive category, a set of concepts that, somehow, our mind considers to be related. Most of the categorization process that takes place in our minds happens in our subconsciousness. Only once in a while we may become aware of this process, for instance, when we ask ourselves the question: Is a tomato a fruit or a vegetable? Cognitive categories have typical and a-typical members. An apple, for example, willat least for many of us-be a more typical member of the category FRUITS than a pickle. An automobile is a more typical member of the category VEHICLES than, for instance, a ski. We have to realize, however, that every language and culture categorizes concepts differently. In my research, cognitive categories are usually referred to as lexical semantic domains.
In NT Greek ἁρπάζω probably belongs to the same category as λαμβάνω, δέχομαι, πιάζω, κρατέω, etc. The verb διακονέω would possible share a category with θάλπω, ἐπισκοπέω, ἐπιμελέομαι, etc.
However, we can also look at a concept from a more syntagmatic point of view. In our experience, concepts are usually linked with other concepts that interrelate with them. And these other concepts may belong to different cognitive categories. The concept apple, for example, may function in different settings or cognitive frames, each of which evokes a different image in our minds and involves different interrelating concepts, e.g.
-HORTICULTURE frame: apple, tree, ripe/unripe, color, picking, etc. -COMMERCE frame: apple, booth, seller, buyer, money, etc. -FOOD frame: apple, plate, knife, peeling, cutting, eating, mouth, seeds, etc.
In my research I have been using the term contextual semantic domain to indicate cognitive frames.
A biblical example that illustrates the distinction between cognitive categories and cognitive frames is the one of DOMESTIC ANIMALS. Sheep, for example, belong to the same category as cows, goats, donkeys, camels, etc. The lexical meaning of sheep is to be described in such a way that it tells the sheep clearly apart from those other animals.
The same sheep, however, can function in more than one cognitive frame, and each frame gives the word "sheep" a slightly different contextual meaning and groups it with different related terms, e.g. We will disregard item (e) for it is merely an alternative for item (c).
This entry also shows a number of problems that relate to the coherence issue. Meaning (b), for instance, is clearly an extension of meaning of (a). Let us not get confused by the difference between the glosses "to flee" and "to escape". The difference is that in (b) the linear movement itself is no longer in focus, but rather the outcome. I think it would be fair to reformulate the definitions of (a) and (b) 
CONCLUSION
In the previous sections I have tried to show that Louw and Nida's dictionary lacks a certain degree of internal coherence at two different levels:
1. LN's theoretical framework of semantic domains does not account for quite a number of semantic patterns that can be found in the language data. There is considerable overlap between different domains that is not adequately reflected in the framework.
2. A similar lack of coherence can be found at the level of individual entries: Lexical meanings of certain entries are scattered over different domains in spite of being closely related semantically. As a result a number of important semantic relationships become obscured. Many cases of extension of meaning, both figurative and non-figurative, are not sufficiently pointed out in LN's lexicon.
Both problems are interrelated and could be remedied by application of insights from cognitive linguistics. Especially the distinction between cognitive categories (or: lexical semantic domains) and cognitive frames (or: contextual semantic domains) could enhance LN's framework in such a way that it will be able to deal with some of the internal semantic relationships that exist in NT Greek in a more satisfactory way. As a result, the dictionary will represent the NT Greek world view in a more adequate way and give the user more insight into the world behind the language. Bible translators and all other students of the NT will undoubtedly benefit from that. In this way, LN's dictionary could become an even more powerful tool than it is today.
